. The second common cluster of questions concern cause and effect: do organized sports offer a socially-acceptable context in which to express a naturally aggressive human essence -the catharsis thesis of Moore (1966) and Lorenz (1966) -or is sports violence a socially-constructed and learned behavior which actually serves to legitimize and foster more aggressive behaviors? On this question, the weight of social-scientific evidence clearly supports the social constructionist argument (Coakley, 1978; Schneider & Eitzen, 1983) . As for the issue of defining aggression and violence, there is a clearly no consensus. In fact, though precise definitions of aggression and violence are necessary for laboratory experiments common among psychologists, those intent on interpreting the broader social meanings of violence in sport may find that &dquo;no single definition of sports violence is either possible or desirable&dquo; (Goldstein, 1983) . Instead, it seems reasonable to simply begin with the assumption that in many of our most popular sports, the achievement of goals (scoring and winning) is predicated on the successful utilization of violence -that is, these are activities in which the human body is routinely turned into a weapon to be used against other bodies, resulting in pain, serious injury, and even death (Atyeo, 1979; Underwood, 1979; Sabo,1986) . 204 This paper utilizes a feminist theoretical framework to ~ explore the contemporary social and psychological meanings of sports violence. In any analysis of sport it is crucial to recognize the distinction between, on the one hand, its broader social, cultural and ideological meanings as mediated spectacle, and, on the other hand, the meanings which athletes construct as participants (Oriard, 1981) . This paper will focus on these two levels of meaning, linking them through a feminist analysis of violence and masculinities. On the social/ideological level, the analysis will draw on an emergent critical/feminist literature which theoretically and historically situates violent sports as a practice which helps to construct hegemonic masculinity. And drawing on my own in-depth interviews with former athletes 2, a feminist theory of masculine gender identity will be utilized to examine the meanings which athletes themselves construct around their own participation in the violent, rule-bound world of sport. Finally, thc links between these two levels of analysis will be explored: how does the athlete's construction of meaning surrounding his participation in violent sports connect with the largcr social construction of masculinitics'? Sport, Violence and the Gender Order ' The modern institution of organized sport, as we now know it, emerged as a malc response to social changes which undermined many of the bases of men's traditional partriarchal power, authority, and identity. Proletarianization, urbanization, modernization and (in the United States) the closing of the frontier all served to undermine patriarchal forms of masculinity. And, especially by the turn of the century, the conscious agency of women provided a direct threat to the ideology of male superiority. Within the context of this &dquo;crisis of masculinity&dquo; (Kimmel, 1987) , organized sports became increasingly important as &dquo;a primary masculinity-validating experience&dquo; (Dubbert, 1979: 164) . Sport was a malccreated homosocial cultural sphere which provided (white, middle-and upper- class) men with psychological separation from the perceived &dquo;feminization&dquo; of society, while also providing dramatic symbolic &dquo;proof&dquo; of the natural superiority of men over women (Messner, 1988) . But it is not simply the bonding among men and the separation from women, but the physicality of the activity, which gives sport its salience in gender relations. Crossett (1990) traces in the rise of 19th century sport in Britain an ideological elevation of male sexual superiority, and by extension, a naturalization of men's power over women. And women's exclusion from most aspects of this physical activity contributed to men's continued control over women's bodies (Lenskyj: 1986) .
A number of feminist analyses have suggested that one of the key elements in the elevation of the male-body-as-superior is the use (or threat) of violence. Brownmiller (1975) , for instance, argues that although various forms of control (psychological, ideological, etc.) (Dunning. 1986:271 ) . Clearly, it was not simply a &dquo;feminization of society&dquo; which men feared: that could have been countered simply by creating homosocial clubs for men. It was also the fear of the los.s of male power and priailege -especially among middle class men -which formed the basis for the popularization of violent sports (Gorn, 1986) . Sport, in its present (violent) forms, then, tends to support male dominance not simply through the exclusion or marginalization of females, but through the association of &dquo;males and maleness with valued skills and the sanctioned use of aggression/forcc/violcncc&dquo; (Bryson, 1987:349) . In promoting dominance and submission (Bennett, et. al, 1987) , in equating force and aggression with physical strength, domination, and power (Theberge, 1987) , modern sport naturalized the equation of maleness with violence, thus lending support and legitimation to patriarchy (Bianchi, 1980; Hall, 1987; Komisar, 1980; Sabo & Runfola, 1980 (Fausto-Stcrling, 1985; Plcck, 1982) . In fact, the weight of evidence supports the contention that most males are not comfortable committing acts of violence: Violent behavior is learned behavior, and some men learn it better than others (Ewing, 1983; Pleck, 1982 Scher & Stevens, 1987 . As Connell ( 198>: 4) has argued, A crucial fact about men is that masculinity is not all of a piece. There have always been different kinds, some more closely associated with violence than others. This is why one should not talk of &dquo;male violence&dquo; or of &dquo;males&dquo; doing this or that -phrasing which smuggles back in the idea of a biological uniformity in social behaviour.
The recognition that at any given moment there are various masculinitiessome hegemonic, some marginalized, some subordinated -suggests that the term &dquo;patriarchy,&dquo; as it is commonly used, is overly simplistic (Carrigan, et. al., 1987; Connell, 1987 (Connell, 1987: 13) . Within the world of organized sport, men are almost exclusively the perpetrators as well as the victims of violence (Sabo, 1986 This story suggests that the tendency to utilize violence against others to achieve a goal in the sports context is learned behavior. Two excellent studies of young ice hockey players corroborate this: thc combination of violent adult athletic role models as well as rewards from coachcs, peers, and the community for the willingness to successfully utilize violence create a context in which violence becomes normative behavior (Smith, 1974; Vaz, 1980 (Messner, 1987a (Messner, , 1987b . As Chodorow (1978) has argued, early developmental experiences, rooted in the fact that it is women who mother, create a very different balance between separation and attachment in males and females, thus setting the stage for different kinds of problems with relationships, identity, and sexuality throughout the lifecourse (Rubin, 1982) . One of the results of these differences is that young males tend to approach sports -and violence in sportsdifferently than females do. Despite the fact that few males truly enjoy hitting, and one has to be socialized into participating in much of the violence that is commonplace in sports, males appear to be predisposed to view aggression, 209 within the rule-bound structure of sports, as legitimate, natural, and even &dquo;safe&dquo; in a psychological sense.
Gender identity is never a completed project, but always a developmental process which unfolds within a social context. Sports is a fascinating context in which to examine the unfolding of masculine gender identity. One of the most important developmental themes for males is their ambivalence toward intimacy: while craved by males, attachment also constitutes a major threat to the firm psychological boundaries around a fragile masculine identity (Chodorow, 1978; Rubin, 1982) . In fact, males tend to perceive vulnerability, danger, and thus the possibility of violence in situations of close affiliation (Gilligan, 1982) . Young males bring this ambivalence toward intimacy to all their social interactions, including their first sports experiences. In observing differences between how girls and boys play games and sports, Piaget (1965) and Lever ( 1976) (Bredemeier, 1983 (Goldstein, 1984) , in an increased devaluation of women and gay mcn (Connell. 1990; Sabo, 1985) , and in an amplification of men's already-existing tendency to have problems developing and maintaining intimate relationships with women and with other men (Messner, 1987a, lc~S7b ).
In short, heavy personal and interpersonal costs are paid by those who participate in violent organizcd sports. And it is absolutely crucial to recognize who these men arc. As Edwards (19-4) points out, poor and cthnic minority males, because of poverty, institutionalized racism, and lack of other career options are &dquo;channelled&dquo; disproportionately into sports careers -and into the more dangerous positions within the &dquo;combat sports.&dquo; Males from more privileged backrounds often play sports while in school, and their experience as athletes may be status-enhancing, but because they face a wider range of educational and career choices, they often opt out of sports at a relatively early age, choosing instead to seek status and respect within less (physically) violent competitive rulcbound structures (Messner, 1989) . Young men from poor and ethnic minority backgrounds face a constricted range of options (Gibbs, 1988 (Carrigan, et. al. 1987; Connell, 1987; .
The embodiment of hegemonic masculinity entails the imbedding of force and skill in the body. Men's power over women thus becomes &dquo;naturalized,&dquo; and clearly linked to the social distribution of violence (Connell, 1987:85) . Sport is an important organizing institution for this embodiment of masculinity. As a practice, sport suppresses natural (sex) similarities, constructs differences, and then, largely through the media, weaves a structure of symbol and interpretation around these differences which naturalizes them (Hargreaves, 1986: 112 Messner, 1987a Messner, , 1987b With the exception of one man who asked to remain anonymous, I have used the real names of the athletes in this paper. I have reasoned that using their actual names will be useful to readers who are familiar with the public controversies surrounding the two violent incidents in U.S. professional baseball and football, discussed later in the paper. 5 I use the term "gendering" rather than "gendered" to emphasize that gender identity is never a completed project, is always in construction as a person interacts with the social world. 6 Females, on the other hand, bring different developmental issues to their interactions with the social world. Whereas the major developmental issues for males involve ambivalence with attachment, females' major problems concern separation. And this has an impact on how females play-and think about&mdash;sports (Duquin, 1984) . 7 Lott is a contemporary "hitter" in the National Football League, along the same lines as Jack Tatum once was. 8 There is ample evidence that the extreme "compulsory heterosexuality" of the sportsworld contributes to the continued subordination of gay men, and thus the perpetuation of heterosexual masculinity as hegemonic (Pronger, 1990 
